Message
From: Werner, Lora [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP

(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=921F9F156035403FA605C142A287CCIA-LWERNEQ?2]
Sent: 11/13/2017 4:35:41 PM

To: Helverson, Robert [/o=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=e96005a319744540al1lalaed352395d1-Rhelvers]

Subject: RE: Parkersburg, WV Air Sample Data Review

THANK YOU

From: Helverson, Robert

Sent: Monday, November 13, 2017 11:33 AM

To: ran2@cdc.gov; Werner, Lora <Werner.Lora@epa.gov>

Cc: Edge, Charles (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <ibd7 @cdc.gov>; Markiewicz, Karl (ATSDR/DCHI/EB) <kvm4 @cdc.gov>; Helverson,
Robert (ATSDR/DCHI/EB) <gfub@cdc.gov>; Holler, James S. (Jim) (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <jsh2 @cdc.gov>; Cseh, Larry
(ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <loc3@cdc.gov>

Subject: RE: Parkersburg, WV Air Sample Data Review

|, too, agree that we should wait until the entire data set is verified, QC ed and shared with us for a final comprehensive
review instead of piecemeal reviews.

Regarding the pesticides, | agree Rich - it could be that the runoff created a deep swale that dredged up old pesticide
treated soils...or, it could be leaking drums from the warehouse {have you seen the drums lined up along the back walls
of that building before the fire!) that were not consumed in the fire, or neither (we have not been given a specific
sampling location that | know of). The EPA folks that Karl and | spoke with a few weeks ago noted that there were a wide
range of pesticides in the data set, some of which are currently used and others which are historic, so that doesn’t tell us
much. EPA also said they aren’t planning on any specific enforcement actions related to the pesticide data alone at this
point. This week, the EPA EPCRA enforcement folks are planning on conducting inspections of this company’s
warehouses, but | am not sure they are visiting the fire site.

Regarding the summa and all other data, | think the biggest limitation is spatial — very limited monitoring locations and
no correlation (shared with the data) regarding downwind or in the primary ‘fallout’ areas for the particulate and vapors.
We can’t say we’ve received and reviewed data for the hotspots or otherwise, so we can’t say where the data we've
reviewed falls within the overall set of environmental conditions during the fire. Certainly we also had limited times for
air monitoring and, specifically, limited times for sampling of organics and otherwise.

Robert H. Helverson, MS

Region 3 Representative

Division of Community Health Investigations (DCHI)
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)

1630 Arch Street (3HS500)

Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 814-3139 (Office)

(215) 814-3003 (Fax)

email: gfuti@cde.gov

From: Nickle, Richard (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) [mailto:ran @eado.gov]

Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:09 AM

To: Werner, Lora <Wearmer lomBepa sov>

Cc: Edge, Charles (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <ibd? @ cde.gov>; Markiewicz, Karl (ATSDR/DCHI/EB) <kvmdiode.gov>; Helverson,

.....................................................................
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Subject: Re: Parkersburg, WV Air Sample Data Review
To answer your questions from my perspective:

The pesticides in the outfall should not be there; to that extent, their presence should be explained. They were putting
6M gallons per day on the fire at one point, according to the mayor in one of his interviews. The explanation may be
washing out soils that were treated in the 60's or 70's. if it doesn't affect water supplies, it may not be a big

deal. Something to watch, but probably not a driver yet.

On the sampling locations, it depends on the reason for the sample. If it is for evaluating ambient air quality, higher is
better to get away from transient sources. If it is for evaluating exposures, lower is better because that is where people
are. If you go low, you need to ID and account for those transient sources.

In a perfect world, the sample should be from the point where the plume from the fire comes back to earth. That may
be 20 miles down range and 5 miles in breadth. May be hard to connect the pollution to the source then. If the samples
are in the smoke at least some of the time, that is about the best that can be done.

Yes, time lapse is a better analogy. Yes, canisters or most samples are point source. Canisters can be set for grab
samples {one big slurp of air) or continuous samples (tiny sips over a period of time). EPA's samples were sips, not
slurps. OH's samples may have been slurps, not sips. | don't remember what CTEH sample was. Open path sampling
like ASPECT's FTIR or moving sampling like the TAGA are about the only forms of sampling that is not a point source, so
far as | know.

Rich Nickle
ATSDR Emergency Response

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 9, 2017, at 5:17 PM, Werner, Lora S. (CDC epa.gov) <werner.lora@ena.zov> wrote:

Ok thanks Rich! | am good with waiting for the next data sets if that fits the needs of our partner
agencies. | know we will be a lot further along on that now that we have this great framework started.

I will check in with EPA and get their thoughts, if this is agreeable to them | can then run this plan by
OH/WYV and local health. Might be good to have another joint call next week and describe where we
are.

On the other issues you raise:

Definitely your guys call on how much or little to refer to the Deepwater chlorobenze level. | think it
would be good to clarify either way if one of the highest hits of that chemical was at EPA’s selected
background location.

| wasn’t at the mtg Karl and Bob had with EPA pesticides person - did either of you get the impression
they would be taking any next steps or weighing in further? Or is all of that kind of in EPCRA’s and state’s
hands now? (I am fine with not mentioning that outfall sample info in our email if that is not
appropriate | just want to understand if there is a hanging issue here).

| understand what you are saying about my use of the word “snapshot” - would “window” work better
maybe? They are more like a time lapse photo than a panoramic if we want to keep on that theme? |
don’t think summas pull a lot of ambient air in so they represent what was at that spot over the
sampling duration right? | know the OSC was concerned the fact that these cans were at ground level
that it seemed to her they might miss some of the plumes.
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Thanks

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 9, 2017, at 4:42 PM, Nickle, Richard (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <ran2icde.aov> wrote:

Well couple of things. Charles, you decide which way to go.

I would hike to not mention the actual value for chlorobenzene from the
Deepwater Horizon. It has been ~7 years now; there may be new data out

there. What data was around 7 vears ago may have changed. [ mentioned it to
track the thought processes more or less. I think we just want to highlight the
study value. Idid a quick check and that smudy value should be pretty close to the
lowest LOAEL.

I don’t think we want to mention the pesticide in the surface water outfall unti the
pesticide folks get a chance to weigh 1 on that. We don’t want to forget about
that, but we may see the ORSANCO data from rivers soon. It sounds like we
have enough Himitations just taking that sentence out for an anchor to windward.

These samples were 12-14 hour averages and morve or less open path to the fire
scene. We probably need to get away from calling them snapshots. I we want to
use a photographic analogy, these would be a panoramic shot - like the pictures of
the band or the senior class together on the bleachers in the high school yearbook?
[if they still do those]. The “pan” for these samples is over the 12 hours it took to
collect the sample.

I'm OK with taking out the community concern section in ifs entirety. I we leave
it in, et s not talk about things that we already referred to someone else.

I'still haven’t gotten with Bill on what he wants us to do to improve the review
process; all 'm confident about is that it will involve more review. No ong’s life
in Parkersburg or SE Ohio is being disrupted right now; they are all sleeping
safely in their homes every might. There is nothing really compelling in this data
to change any of that. We may have the water data, the ash data, and/or the round
2 air sampling results early next week. Maybe the smart thing is to table this untl
the rest of the data comes in and just do one email - if that works for EPA and the
two states. Any dissenting votes amongst us?

Rick Nickle
ATSDR Emergency Hespoase

From: Werner, Lora S. (CDC epa.gov)

Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 3:34 PM

To: Nickle, Richard (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <rani&cde.gov>; Edge, Charles
(ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <id7 @ cdr.sov>; Markiewicz, Karl (ATSDR/DCHI/EB)

Cc: Holler, James S. (Jim) (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <ish?&cde gov>; Cseh, Larry
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Subject: RE: Parkersburg, WV Air Sample Data Review

Ok, here are my comments for your consideration. Glad to discuss. | am free
now or tomorrow (I know that is the holiday), or could make whatever work on
Monday. Thank you for working this up! Lora

Lora Siegmann Werner, MPH

Regional Director, Region 3

Division of Community Health Investigations

Agency for Toxic Substances & Disease Registry (ATSDR)/Centers for Disease
Control & Prevention

c/o EPA Region 3

1650 Arch Street

Mailstop 3HS00

Philadelphia, PA 19103

Desk phone: 215-814-3141

Cell phone: 215-588-9778

Fax: 215-814-3003

Emails {only need to use one): ikw3@cde.gov and wernerloraBepa.goy

**Please note: emails may appear as @epa.goyv because we share IT services in
our regional office**

From: Nickle, Richard (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) [mailtmrand@ade.gov]

Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 2:08 PM

To: Edge, Charles (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <ikxl7 @ cde.pov>; Markiewicz, Karl
(ATSDR/DCHI/EB) <kvridiicde.goy>; Werner, Lora S. (ATSDR/DCHI/EB)
<tkwS&cde. gov>; Helverson, Robert (ATSDR/DCHI/EB) <gfufifcde. zov>

(ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <loe3@edo.goy>
Subject: RE: Parkersburg, WV Air Sample Data Review

Here are my comments. I thought you did a good job; I made some edits
and suggested some alternative language. T'm not sure where the farm
animals and open water issues came from; I'm not sure the advice is
appropriate.

I'm reasonably comfortable saving that something that doesn’t hurt a 16
kg child probably wor’t bother a 400 kg dary cow ora 10 kg dog. m
not so sure about a 3 kg chicken or a 1 kg nlapia. 1 would rather we refer
farm animal issues to the State Vet; it would be probably good to refer pet
issues to the vet as well. The Animal Poison Control Center 15 also
available for a nominal fee, but I don’t know what their current rates are.

Why we would want to retain the water in open containers exposed to the
smoke from the fire? Shouldn’t we talk about dumping the water and
wash the container before replacing 17 Are we talking about farm ponds
or swimming pools?

After we get the region’s thoughts, tets talk about it a bit more.
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From: Edge, Charles (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD)

Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 12:48 PM

Karl (ATSDR/DCHI/EB) <kvmi4@cdc.gov>; Werner, Lora S.
(ATSDR/DCHI/EB) <lkw9@&cde.gov>; Helverson, Robert (ATSDR/DCHI/EB)
<gfub@ode.goy>

Cc: Holler, James S. (Jim) (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <ishi2
Larry (ATSDR/DTHHS/OD) <lpc3 @odo gov>
Subject: Parkersburg, WV Air Sample Data Review

@ode.sov>; Cseh,

Hello all,

Please find attached the draft of the air sampling data review. Please
provide your comments at your earliest convenience and | will update
and put into clearance.

Thank you
Charles
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